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Violence in interpersonal relationships in young people has been the subject of several studies in recent years.
Studies of dating violence show that one of the resources available for the young to help perceive and distinguish
abusive or violent behaviour is an indicator which increases the ability to recognise as well as confront the reality of
abuse. Certain violent behaviour however can be perceived as non-abusive, where the victim and the aggressor
can share an abnormal view of the relationship in which possession, jealousy and exclusivity are considered
significant elements within the relationship. The objective of this study is to understand and establish the levels of
aggravation (degree of tolerance) towards violent behaviour in relationships of engaged adolescent Mexicans
affected by abuse, by considering gender and level of perception of abuse as variables. The sample was formed of
3304 young Mexican students between the ages of 13 and 22, containing 1432 boys and 1872 girls, 1383 pursuing
university studies, whereas the remaining 1921 were pre-university students. CUVINO was administered in order to
determine the abusive conduct and levels of discomfort (tolerance), which allowed us to observe that the highest
levels of discomfort, greater than those caused by any other kind of abuse, are experienced by women, especially
regarding sexual victimization within the category of those non-abused women that presented a lower level of
tolerance. This finding led us to identify, as a major risk factor, those men and women with a high level of
tolerance, who did not perceive themselves as having been abused.
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The study of dating violence has received a lot of
attention recently, both for its prevalence rate as well as
for the repercussions for those who suffer from this vio-
lence (Cho et al. 2014; Ruiz-Hernández et al. 2015;
Muñoz-Rivas et al. 2007; Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2016;
Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2010; Gómez et al. 2014).
Studies show that one of the resources available for
the young to help perceive and distinguish abusive or
violent behaviour is an indicator which increases the
ability to recognise as well as confront the reality of
abuse (Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2010; Arce et al. 2015).
Certain violent behaviour however can be perceived as
non-abusive, where the victim and the aggressor can
share an abnormal view of the relationship in which* Correspondence: gallego@uniovi.es
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the Creative Commons license, and indicate ifpossession, jealousy and exclusivity are considered sig-
nificant elements within the relationship (Hernando
et al. 2012; López-Cepero et al. 2015). In turn, in many
cases, the tolerance of abusive behaviour through means
of avoidance or trivialisation of the act can contribute
towards the victim maintaining a ‘barely healthy’ rela-
tionship (Dunham and Senn 2000) and towards the es-
tablishment of the perception that nobody is being
abused.
Diverse studies refer to a variety of factors related to
the classification of violent behaviour as being abusive:
attitudes towards violence in general (Antle et al. 2011;
Novo et al. 2016); childhood experiences of abuse
(Lichter and McCloskey, 2004); feelings of guilt (Kahn
et al. 2003); and the defence the victim may use minim-
ise and justify abusive conduct or violence in order to
protect the positive aspects of such a relationship
(Harned 2005). Stereotypes play a major role, such as
corroborating the belief that sexual coercion and abusiveis distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
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and not by their own partner (Kahn et al. 2003; Littleton
et al. 2009), being differently judged in terms of the
perpetrator responsibility by males and females (Arce
et al. 2000).
Kahn et al. (2003) and Harned (2005) have addressed
the issue that consent or tolerance seem to play a key
role in the labelling (or recognition) of a situation as
abusive. Other studies show that university students do
not perceive coercive sexual tactics as problematic, espe-
cially if they imply little or no physical force. This leads
to such behaviour being seen as socially acceptable and
increases the probability of it occurring again in the fu-
ture. Similar conclusions regarding the tolerance of vio-
lence and its reoccurrence are given within American
(McDonell et al. 2010), Canadian (Connolly et al. 2010)
and Mexican (Sánchez and Solís 2007) publications.
In turn, studies on Mexican populations (Cortés et al.
2014) have shown that a significant proportion of
adolescents and youngsters (88%) do not perceive or
recognise such abusive behaviour. In many cases, the in-
capacity to perceive and identify violent behaviour
within a relationship has been related with subsequent
experiences of victimization (Anderson and Kobek-
Pezzarossi 2011; Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2012), thereby
demonstrating that higher levels of tolerance are associ-
ated with negative attitudes towards making an official
complaint (Mugoya et al. 2015; Gracia et al. 2010).
The ‘normalisation’ and tolerance towards expressions
of violence between partners not only has consequences
affecting the perception of abuse but can also cause
manifestations in the health of the youths and in their
stable and/or aggressive emotional relationships in the
future(Muñoz-Rivas et al. 2007; Shorey et al. 2015).
In turn, it is confirmed that the violence manifested in
emotional relationships of young people today can be bi-
directional, meaning that it is practised simultaneously
by men as well as women (Rey-Anacona 2013). Studies
on the young American population show that women
practise acts of violence and psychological abuse more
than men (Sears et al. 2007). Straus (2004), in an inter-
national study, found a higher percentage of women
than men as aggressors.
Studies on Mexican youth also confirm this sym-
metry regarding aggression perpetrated by both sexes
(González et al. 2010; Ramírez and Smithey 2008). In
response, the tolerance of abusive conduct within re-
lationships leads to the participants being protective,
avoidant or minimising, and therefore contributes towards
the victim maintaining or ending the abusive relationship.
The study of violence within the relationships of engaged
couples in Mexico has generated progressive interest in
recent years (Rojas-Solís 2013). Questionnaires and na-
tional studies regarding the prevalence of violencewithin relationships of engaged couples (ENDIREH
2011; ENVINOV 2008) offer results similar to those
obtained in other countries: up to 76% of adolescent
males and females between the ages of 15 and 24 in
an engaged relationship have suffered emotionally vio-
lent abusive behaviour, 15% have suffered physical
violence and 16.5% sexual violence. Additionally,
with regard to sexual violence, a larger majority of
women (46%) do not mention the abuse to anyone
as they consider it ‘unimportant’, and with regard to
physical violence, as many boys and girls tend to
trivialise the episodes of aggression, perceiving them
as ‘normal’ within these types of relationships. Thus,
the importance surrounding the perception of abuse
(Cortés et al. 2014; Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2012) es-
tablishes a partner’s behaviour as ‘acceptable’ or ‘not
serious enough’ which can lead to a lower probabil-
ity of the victim deciding to actively ask for help or
seek a positive intervention (Gracia et al. 2010).
In turn, engaged couples have an increased probability
of becoming involved in a violent relationship in the fu-
ture (Gómez 2011; O´Leary and Slep 2011; Whitaker
et al. 2010).Studies involving university students show
that the majority of relationships have at least some level
of psychological aggression, with prevalence rates be-
tween 70 and 80% (Cornelius, Shorey, and Beebe 2010)
and that the levels of psychological aggression and
victimization within an abusive relationship are compar-
able for both men and women (Taft et al. 2010).
Hence, it is important to establish the early detection
of violence within a relationship in order to design ef-
fective interventions so that victims can be recognised as
such (López-Cepero et al. 2015; Rodríguez-Franco et al.
2010). Therefore, the objective of this study is to identify
and establish the various levels of distress (degree of
tolerance) linked to violent behaviour within relation-
ships of engaged Mexican couples, while considering
variables, such as gender and the type of perception of
the abuse, as modulators.
Methods
Participants
The sample was formed of 3304 young Mexican students
between the ages of 13 and 22 (M = 17.47, SD = 2.28), con-
taining 1432 boys (43.3%) and 1872 girls (56.7%), with
41.9% (N = 1383) pursuing university studies, whereas the
remaining 1921 which represented the 58.1%, were pre-
university students, in secondary education (N = 659,
19.9%) and further education (N = 1262, 38.2%). The
distribution of the gender variable in terms of the
level of study showed 847 boys (59.1% of the total
number of boys) and 1074 girls (57.4% of the total
number of girls) attending pre-university courses,
whereas at a university level, the female population
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585 (40.9%) of the boys.
Instruments and variables
First, the socio-demographic data was collected through
an ad hoc questionnaire, whose main objective was to
obtain pertinent information relevant to each partici-
pant, such as age, gender, level of study, social class and
income level. The CUVINO questionnaire, related to
violence between partners, was then applied: a sampling
of 42 items which reflects various types of abusive be-
haviour. The participants responded by indicating to
what extent they had ever suffered from any of these
types of abuse and to what extent they would have suf-
fered in the cases where they had never been subject to
any of these types of abuse. The Likert scale was used,
which ranges from 0 (never) to 4 (almost always).
The 42 items were grouped into eight factors of be-
havioural violence: Detachment, Humiliation, Sexual,
Coercion, Physical, Gender, Emotional Punishment and
Instrumental. The results were analysed with respect to
the self-awareness of the abuse, based on a group of re-
sponses to the following three questions: Have you ever
felt abused? Do you feel or have you ever felt scared of
your partner? Do you feel or have you ever felt trapped
within your relationship? Each of these questions offered
two possible answers: Yes or No. This made it possible
to classify each sample into three categories depending
on the participant’s perception of abuse: the first in-
cluded those who had felt they had been abused (abused
(A)), the second was made up of those who indicated
they had never been abused, nor felt fear or trapped
within their relationship (non-abused (NA)), and the
third group was made up by those who felt they had
never been abused, however, at some moment during
their relationship, had been afraid of their partner or
had felt trapped; these will be referred to as non-
perceived abuse (non-perceived abused (NPA)).
Procedure and data analysis
The selection of the data centres was carried out on the
basis of a non-pro-ballistic approach. Once the objective
of the investigation had been explained to the central
management team, and permission and informed con-
sent of the participants had been obtained, tests began
to be administered. Participants had been previously in-
formed regarding the anonymity and the confidentiality
of their answers so that they would feel comfortable giv-
ing information and continuing with the research.
The data was processed using the SPSS 19 statistics
package. The initial task was to obtain a contrast of aver-
ages, through the use of Student’s t test for independent
samples with the objective of establishing the differences
between genders regarding the level of tolerance foreach type of victimization, while at the same time calcu-
lating the depth of the effects from abuse. To this end,
Cohen’s d (Cohen 1988) was applied, in which scores in-
ferior to 0.20 indicate a negligible effect; those between
0.20 and 0.49, a low effect; those from 0.50 to 0.79, a
medium effect; and anything above 0.80 indicates a
major effect. We then proceeded to calculate the exist-
ence of various sexual differences that existed within
each of the three groups of perceivably abused youths
that made up our study.
These differences between the levels of discomfort
within each of the three groups of perceivably abused
youths were then calculated through the application of
ANOVA, in an independent form for each gender. To
this end, equality in the level of variance had not been
assumed, and Dunnet’s T3 statistical analysis enabled us
to determine the existence of a variety of levels of toler-
ance of each of the two genders regarding the type of
abuse perceived.
Finally, the ranges of the scores related to tolerance
factors were established and the average values related
to factors of considered abuse were calculated, and
were weighted in terms of the number of items that
made up each factor in such a way that these scores
were comparable. In accordance with these results,
the percentages that constitute the maximum and
minimum scores within each set of the factors could
then be established.
Results
The results show (see Table 1) the statistically significant
differences between genders across all the factors of
abuse. In all cases, a higher degree of distress exists
among females, that is, a lower level of tolerances shown
towards each type of abuse considered in CUVINO. Re-
garding the degree of the effects, Gender and Sexual
Violence display very high scores (above 0.80), whereas
the remaining cases lie within the medium range.
With the objective of establishing the significance of
self-perception of abuse within each gender, three pos-
sible conditions for the participants of this study were
considered: abused (A), non-abused (NA) and non-
perceived abuse (NPA). The results obtained by group-
ing these samples into these categories (Table 2) indicate
various differences between males and females: in all
cases, women showed a significantly higher level of dis-
tress (lower tolerance), and in the majority of cases, a
medium effect size (ES); low ES results were obtained
for the Emotional Punishment factor (0.42) in the sub-
sample of abused subjects, and the highest results were
those of where Sexual Abuse had taken place (ES 1.03),
(self-perception regarding the differences surrounding
sexual abuse resulted in considerably different opinions
between males and females within the NPA group).







t df p η2
Detachment 15.90 (7.68) 21.06 (6.99) −19.82 2902.10 0.000 0.66
Humiliation 16.00 (8.76) 21.88 (7.93) −19.84 2892.00 0.000 0.66
Sexual 9.24 (6.83) 18.21 (6.91) −37.12 3077.49 0.000 1.09
Coercion 11.99 (6.02) 16.45 (5.95) −21.12 3043.01 0.000 0.70
Physical 11.15 (6.47) 15.85 (6.08) −21.17 2957.92 0.000 0.70
Gender 9.05 (5.60) 14.22 (5.57) −26.27 3052.52 0.000 0.84
Emotional Punishment 5.96 (3.50) 8.10 (3.48) −17.35 3054.37 0.000 0.58
Instrumental 6.10 (3.95) 8.66 (3.87) −18.52 3029 0.000 0.62
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egories of possible abuse related to youths (Table 3) il-
lustrates that for males, there only exists differences
between the three categories considered within one of
the eight factors of distress regarding abuse (Sexual).Table 2 Statistics describing the level of distress for the perception
effect, for each gender
Factors Self-perception Men
X (SD)
Detachment A 17.16 (7.04)
NA 15.69 (7.95)
NPA 15.87 (7.42)
Humiliation A 16.24 (7.82)
NA 16.16 (8.93)
NPA 15.68 (8.77)
Sexual A 9.57 (7.04)
NA 9.59 (6.97)
NPA 8.62 (6.53)
Coercion A 13.04 (5.85)
NA 11.87 (6.28)
NPA 11.88 (5.63)
Physical A 11.68 (6.05)
NA 11.28 (6.54)
NPA 10.80 (6.49)
Gender A 9.41 (5.36)
NA 9.15 (5.74)
NPA 8.80 (5.45)
Emotional Punishment A 6.22 (3.32)
NA 6.04 (3.54)
NPA 5.77 (3.48)
Instrumental A 5.84 (4.01)
NA 6.21 (3.93)
NPA 6.01 (3.96)However, the tendency indicates that the levels of dis-
tress veer towards being higher within the subgroup of
abused youths with the exception of the levels obtained
in the Sexual factor (in which the highest level of dis-




20.94 (6.36) −5.287 0.000 0.55
21.29 (7.23) −15.385 0.000 0.69
20.70 (6.79) −11.178 0.000 0.64
21.84 (6.92) −7.098 0.000 0.72
22.14 (7.98) −14.714 0.000 0.67
21.42 (8.21) −11.134 0.000 0.64
17.52 (6.45) −11.297 0.000 1.03
18.59 (6.93) −27.192 0.000 1.09
17.84 (7.02) −22.406 0.000 1.12
16.52 (5.20) −6.064 0.000 0.60
16.56 (6.30) −15.672 0.000 0.70
16.22 (5.60) −12.754 0.000 0.72
15.34 (6.20) −5.654 0.000 0.57
16.18 (5.86) −16.462 0.000 0.74
15.48 (6.38) −11.989 0.000 0.68
14.03 (5.19) −8.350 0.000 0.80
14.45 (5.57) −19.630 0.000 0.85
13.91 (5.72) −15.054 0.000 0.83
7.67 (3.42) −4.046 0.000 0.42
8.34 (3.47) −13.817 0.000 0.62
7.83 (3.49) −9.766 0.000 0.56
8.12 (4.20) −5.224 0.000 0.53
8.92 (3.68) −9.956 0.000 0.67
8.42 (4.01) −14.846 0.000 0.57
Table 3 ANOVA for each factor with regard to the level of tolerance according to the perception of abuse for each gender and for
each of the factors of abuse
Factors Self-perception Men Women
F (df:2) p Dunnet’s T3 ES F (df:2) p Dunnet’s T3 η2
Detachment A (1) 2.25 0.11 (1:2) 1.47 0.19 1.372 0.25 0.348 0.05
NA (2) (2:3) 0.181 0.02 0.589 0.08
NPA (3) (1:3) 1.29 0.17 0.240 0.03
Humiliation A (1) 0.52 0.59 (1:2) 0.072 0.00 1.558 0.21 0.306 0.04
NA (2) (2:3) 0.483 0.05 0.721 0.09
NPA (3) (1:3) 0.555 0.07 0.414 0.05
Sexual A (1) 3.28 0.03 (1:2) 0.014 0.00 3.594 0.03 1.07 0.15
NA (2) (2:3) 0.969* 0.14 0.744 0.10
NPA (3) (1:3) 0.954 0.14 0.326 0.05
Coercion A (1) 2.43 0.08 (1:2) 1.168 0.19 0.642 0.53 0.040 0.00
NA (2) (2:3) 0.011 0.00 0.342 0.05
NPA (3) (1:3) 1.157 0.20 0.302 0.05
Physical A (1) 1.35 0.26 (1:2) 0.399 0.06 3.504 0.03 0.847 0.13
NA (2) (2:3) 0.474 0.07 0.702 0.11
NPA (3) (1:3) 0.873 0.14 0.144 0.02
Gender A (1) 0.92 0.40 (1:2) 0.260 0.04 1.938 0.14 0.419 0.08
NA (2) (2:3) 0.347 0.06 0.541 0.09
NPA (3) (1:3) 0.608 0.11 0.121 0.02
Emotional Punishment A (1) 1.37 0.25 (1:2) 0.183 0.05 6.167 0.00 0.677* 0.19
NA (2) (2:3) 0.272 0.08 0.512* 0.14
NPA (3) (1:3) 0.455 0.13 0.165 0.04
Instrumental A (1) 0.76 0.47 (1:2) 0.371 0.09 5.877 0.00 0.804* 0.20
NA (2) (2:3) 0.204 0.05 0.501* 0.13
NPA (3) (1:3) 0.167 0.04 0.302 0.07
Dunnet’s T3: mean difference
*p < 0.05
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group obtains similar scores to those of the remaining
groups.
However, as regards women, the differences between
the subgroups of abused youths appear in four of the
factors: Sexual, Physical, Emotional Punishment and
Instrumental. In this case, the general tendency is that
the female NA group obtains results regarding distress
that are higher than those of the remaining groups (A
and NPA). The results however, offer a negligible level of
effect in all cases, with the only exception being the re-
sult obtained regarding the behaviour of Instrumental
violence: that of a low level of effect for the A and NA
groups.
Additionally, the average values of the eight factors
have been detailed (Table 4) and weighted in terms of
the number of items that constitute each factor, in such
a way that they can be compared. At the same time, a
range for each factor was devised as well as thepercentage for the highest and lowest scores within each
factor for each relationship. This permitted us to place a
value on the differences between genders: when the
three factors in which the highest level of uneasiness
exist were selected, both sexes coincided in that they
considered Humiliation and Physical Abuse obtained
the highest levels; among the males, punishment by
Detachment was added, and for the females, the Sexual
factor was added. Out of the three factors with the lowest
level of distress (or highest level of tolerance), both sexes
coincided in that they considered Gender Violence and
Emotional Punishment (males included Sexual Abuse and
females included Coercion into these categories) to repre-
sent the least distressing category.
Discussion and conclusions
Our studies adopted the dynamics developmental system
perspective (Capaldi et al. 2005) as a reference, which
concluded that abuse between partners is the result of
Table 4 Mean values of the weighted factors, range assigned for each factor and the percentage of maximum and minimum scores
of each factor
Factors Men Women
Values Range % Max values % Min values Values Range % Max values % Min values
Detachment 2.27 2 27.1 16.2 3.01 4 63.5 7.8
Humiliation 2.29 1 32.7 18.8 3.13 2 69.8 9.2
Sexual 1.54 8 11.6 35 3.04 3 65.2 10.2
Coercion 2.00 5 13.4 16.5 2.74 7 43.9 8
Physical 2.23 3 26.1 20.4 3.17 1 66.5 11.3
Gender 1.81 7 8.9 25.3 2.85 6 43.4 10.5
Emotional Punishment 1.99 6 9.8 19.6 2.70 8 30.3 10.7
Instrumental 2.04 4 16 23.8 2.89 5 43.5 13
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members, the conduct of both members (including
socialization experiences) and the patterns of the said re-
lationship as well as the interaction between the part-
ners. Within this perspective, our interest is centred
more specifically on the analysis of the attitudes and
more particularly on the levels of distress which lead to
abusive behaviour within the relationship of an engaged
couple.
In addition, a central interest of this study has focused
on determining this association within the three groups:
those who consider themselves to have been abused (A);
those who do not consider to have ever been abused
(NA); and finally, the third group (NPA non-perceived
abuse), those who do not consider themselves as having
been abused although present behavioural signs indicate
that they have been abused. The latter group merits spe-
cial interest, given their lack of awareness of an abusive
relationship in which they are the victim, and hence they
constitute a group of subjects at great risk, since it is
known that the primary prevention strategies probably
have not been put into effect and are therefore useless
(Mugoya et al. 2015; Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2012).
In general terms, the data presented certain similarities
between the forms of victimization: the greatest distress
for either men or women was due to their lower
tolerance of psychological abuse (Detachment or
Humiliation). In the case of males, a lower tolerance of
abuse with reference to Coercion and Physical Abuse
was observed, whereas for females more often than not,
it was Sexual Abuse. On the other hand, the differences
found between the sexes regarding the levels of distress
considered in the CUVINO factors, showed that women
presented a higher level of distress (lower tolerance)
than men regarding each and every form of abuse, espe-
cially Physical Abuse, Humiliation, Sexual Abuse and
Detachment. Bearing this in mind, males displayed some
levels of discomfort of a more moderate nature, withtheir highest levels related to Humiliation, Detachment
and Physical Abuse. In contrast, the lowest levels of
distress for women were found to be related to the
Emotional Punishment and Coercion factors, whereas in
men, these were related to Sexual Abuse, Gender Abuse
and Emotional Punishment. We understand these results
to hold a major implication for the design of the preven-
tion strategies, in which the areas of priority clearly need
special emphasis. Although the high levels of anxiety
that lead to certain violent conduct could not be system-
atically equated with the low levels of tolerance, it is pos-
sible to use these results as an indicator of the levels of
sensitising the youths towards such conditions. Diverse
studies have analysed the effect of minimisation and/or
normalisation of violent conduct in relationships with the
risk of said relationship becoming abusive (Harned 2005;
Hernando et al. 2012), with its association with the main-
tenance of this type of relationship (Dunham and Senn
2000; Rhatigan et al. 2011), and also with the disengage-
ment from legal proceedings (Cala et al. 2016).
As shown in Table 2, in each and every group consid-
ered, women reported higher levels of distress compared
to men, with marked statistical significance and levels of
effect for the victims. This reasoning cannot be followed
regarding Emotional Punishment among battered and
abused victims where the ES is 0.42. If the investigations
were carried out according to gender, males would only
show differences between groups in terms of Sexual
Abuse within the NA and NPA groups. Consequently, it
may be considered that the levels of distress, despite
constituting a major source of differentiation between
males and females, is in no way a means to discriminate
or differentiate between the three categories of abuse
considered within this study. In the case of women (cp),
differences were only observed between the groups A and
NA regarding Emotional Punishment and Instrumental
Abuse, in the sense that the first group, A, presents a
lower average than NA for each factor.
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(confirmed by low ES levels) indicates that the levels of
distress across both genders cannot be generically asso-
ciated with the risk of suffering from abusive conduct.
The pattern of levels of distress in men is very distinct
from that in women: in the case of women, the NA
group presents the highest levels of anxiety compared to
the remaining groups (A and NPA); therefore, it can be
considered that their self-perception may suppose a feel-
ing of protection and sensitisation.
With relation to the three distinct perceptions of abuse
that have been considered within this study (A, NA and
NPA), the data indicates that women report higher levels
of distress within each and every category as well as
for every form of abuse. In this case, the difference
obtained for Sexual victimization and that for Gender
victimization are worthy of note. The highest discom-
fort differential of self-perception of abuse can be
found in the line reported by Harned (2005), who
found that women that perceive and classify a sexual
experience as abusive are clear that in many ways
(verbal, non-verbal and by using physical resistance)
they had refused the sexual exchange and feel they
had been physically forced to undergo the said sexual
experience (Harned 2005; Kahn et al. 2003). However,
those who do not perceive the situation as abusive
believe they had not adequately expressed their non-
consent and had finally given in to the undesired sexual
experience due to pressure or coercion. Victimization by
gender also offers evidence that sexist beliefs have been
overcome to a greater extent by women who could explain
the higher level of discomfort expressed (Merino et al.
2010).
The level of tolerance in terms of perceived abuse (A,
NA and NPA) follows a distinct pattern for males and
females. The unease for men is mainly focused on
Sexual Abuse, which males generally perceive as NA in-
stead of NPA. This is to say that males within the NA
group tolerate sexual violence less than those found in
the category NPA.
This makes it clear that those males or females who
do not perceive themselves as abused find it difficult to
define aggressive behaviour as abusive (Rodríguez-
Franco et al. 2012).These results, in turn, indicate a low
level of discomfort in regard to abusive conduct of their
partners, which can be found in the work of Leisring
(2009), which informs us that violent acts have different
effects on the victims, depending on whether they were
committed by a man or by a woman. Women offer re-
sults that differ from those of men: firstly, because the
diverse categories of self-perception of abuse, A, NA and
NPA, already offer four different forms of victimization,
Sexual, Physical, Emotional Punishment and Instrumental,
and secondly, with respect to the self-perception of abuseby Emotional Punishment and Instrumental Abuse, where
NA shows a significantly lower level of tolerance.
The reality of non-perceived abuse and a higher toler-
ance could explain why violence is associated with phys-
ical aggression; non-physical aggression is the most
common form of abuse conducted in relationships of
engaged couples while at the same time physically vio-
lent behaviour is assumed to take place in the back-
ground (Shorey et al. 2013). Other studies highlight that
women suffer more injuries, including those resulting in
death in cases of physically violent behaviour within the
relationship (Muñoz-Rivas et al. 2007). According to
Hernando et al. (2012), fear and insecurity are factors
that facilitate maintaining an abusive relationship, and
evidence also indicates that physical violence produces
situations involving fear and/or injuries without ever be-
ing perceived as abusive (Muñoz-Rivas et al. 2007;
Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2012).
The differences obtained in gender refer to a lower tol-
erance of violence within relationships involving engaged
man-to-woman couples, thereby enabling a variable to
be taken into account concerning the maintenance of
the abusive relationship that depends on whether the
abuse reduces or increases (Dunham and Senn 2000).
Sánchez and Solís (2007), in line with our results, refer
to the perception of violence being an unrecognised or
neglected practise accompanied with attitudes of toler-
ance of abuse in that love forgives all.
From our data, levels of tolerance of various forms of
victimization are different for males and females, with
the category NA showing the highest levels of distress.
The lowest levels of discomfort were expressed by males
within the categories of non- perceived abuse, thereby
implying a high level of tolerance regarding violent con-
duct within their relationships, and thus also supposing
great risk. This was demonstrated when men were asked
the question regarding consequences of aggression
(slapping, shoving and punching) within a relationship.
Notably, aggressive individuals expect positive conse-
quences (such as winning an argument) and less nega-
tive consequences (such as ending the relationship) than
non-aggressive individuals (Leisring 2009; Riggs and
Caufield 1997).
This situation has been identified as a risk factor for
the development of abusive relationships while such
abusive conduct is considered ‘normal’ and ‘expected’
within relationships involving engaged couples (Connolly
et al. 2010; McDonell et al. 2010) and that psychological
aggression is a consistent predictor of the perpetration
of physical violence in the future of such relationships
(Baker and Stith 2008).
As has been reflected in previous publications
(Rodríguez-Franco et al. 2012; Rodríguez-Franco et al.
2010), the general adolescent population cannot be
Ayala et al. Psicologia: Reflexão e Crítica  (2016) 29:46 Page 8 of 9classified as simply ‘abused’ or ‘non-abused’, but that
solid evidence exists in regard to the formation of a
new category, that of ‘non-perceived abuse’. This new
classification includes those people who show evidence of
suffering from abusive behaviour but remain unaware that
they themselves are being abused (Rodríguez-Franco et al.
2016).
With regard to tolerance, lack of knowledge concern-
ing the determination of which factors could influence
the vast majority of victims can be considered to be a
major limitation. This limitation must be acknowledged
in order to enable us to ascertain what determines an
abusive situation within adolescent relationships and
what types of situations are acceptable. These results
can also be deemed as limited due to the lack of know-
ledge and understanding of attitudes that men and
women have towards respecting the roles each one plays
in general everyday life. Especially within relationships
involving engaged couples, it is necessary to establish at
which level an ‘attitude’ transcends into tolerance due to
abuse. Furthermore, this study has not referred to the
duration of a relationship, something we believe to be of
major importance, since this study concerns adolescents
experiencing victimization, and thus could lead to a
lower probability of the victim accepting a conflictive re-
lationship in the future.
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